Honorable D. Kent King

Commissioner

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
P.O. Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0480

Dear Commissioner King:

The purpose of thisletter isto inform you of the results of the Officeof Special Education Programs
(OSEP 9) recent verification vist to Missouri. Asindicated in my letter to you of September 9, 2003,
OSEP is conducting verification visits to a number of States as part of our Continuous Improvement and
Focused Monitoring System (CIFMS) for ensuring compliance with, and improving performance under,
Parts B and C of the Individuas with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). OSEP staff conducted the
verification visit to Missouri during the week of December 8, 2003.

The purpose of our verification reviews of Statesisto determine how they use their sysemsfor generd
supervision, State-reported data collection, State wide assessment to assess and improve State
performance, and to protect child and family rights. The purposes of the verification vistsareto: (1)
understand how these sysems work &t the State level; (2) determine how the State collects and uses
data to make monitoring decisions, and (3) determine the extent to which the State' s generd supervision
systems are designed to identify and correct noncompliance and improve performance.

Aspart of the verification vidt to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
(DESE), OSEP staff met with Melodie Friedebach, Assstant Commissioner for Special Education, and
members of DESE’ s s&ff who are responsiblefor: (1) the oversight of generd supervison activities
(indluding monitoring, mediation, complaint resolution, and impartial due process hearings) and (2) the
callection and andlysis of State-reported data. Prior to and during the visit, OSEP gt&ff reviewed a
number of documents, including the State' s Part C Application, Self- Assessment, and Improvement
Plan, and submissions of data under Section 618 of the IDEA, aswell as other informetion and
documents.! OSEP also conducted a conference call on November 17, 2003 with the Co-Chairs of
the State Interagency Coordinating Council, to hear their perspectives on the strengths and weaknesses

1 Documents reviewed as part of the verification process were not reviewed for legal sufficiency but rather to inform
OSEP's understanding of your State's systems.
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of the State’ s systems for genera supervision, and data collection and reporting. DESE staff dso
participated in the cal and assisted us by inviting the participants.

Theinformation that Ms. Friedebach and her staff provided during the OSEP visit, together with al of
the information that OSEP staff reviewed in preparation for the visit, greatly enhanced our understanding
of DESE’'s systems for general supervision, and data collection and reporting.

General Supervision

Inlooking at the Stat€’'s genera supervision system, OSEP collected information regarding anumber of
dements, incdluding whether the State: (1) has identified any barriers (eg., limitations on authority,
insufficient staff or other resources, etc.) that impede the State' s ability to identify and correct
noncompliance; (2) has systemic, data based, and reasonable approaches to identifying and correcting
noncompliance; (3) utilizes guidance, technica assstance, follow-up, and, if necessary, sanctionsto
ensure timely correction of noncompliance; (4) has dispute resolution systems that ensure the timely
resolution of complaints and due process hearings; and (5) has mechanismsin place to compile and
integrate data across systems (e.g., 618 State-reported data, due process hearings, complaints,
mediation, large-scal e assessments, previous monitoring results, efc.) to identify systemic issues and
problems.

DESE isin the process of implementing the Improvement Plan that the State submitted to OSEP on July
16, 2003, in conjunction with the State' s Federal Fisca Year (FFY) 2001 Annud Performance Report
(APR). OSEP isresponding to the State's FFY 2001 APR and the Improvement Plan in a separate
letter (enclosed). The State's Improvement Plan included strategies to address the aress of
noncompliance identified by the Stete in its 2002 Sdf - Assessment and in OSEP' s March 20, 2003
letter responding to the State' s Salf- Assessment. These aress of noncompliance included alack of
effective monitoring procedures to ensure timely correction of identified deficiencies. Based on OSEP' s
review of DESE's monitoring system during the verification visit, OSEP finds that DESE is not
implementing effective procedures for identifying noncompliance thet address al Part C requirements

and all agenciesthat provide Part C services and that DESE' s monitoring procedures continue to be /{ Deleted: implement
ineffective in ensuring the timely correction of identified noncompliance.

DESE's APR included as proposed evidence of change that “al agencies, indtitutions, and organizations
used by the State to carry out its Part C system are meeting compliance with dl Federal and State
regulationsimplementing Part C of IDEA” and that al agencies “ have been monitored and that areas of
noncompliance have been identified and corrected in atimely manner.” As noted in the enclosed letter
responding to the State' s FFY 2001 APR, DESE must within a reasonable period of time, not to
exceed one year from the date of this letter, correct the areas of noncompliance and provide
documentation to OSEP, no later than 30 days after ore year from the date of this |etter, demongrating
that it has corrected dl of the areas of noncompliance identified in OSEP' s March 20, 2003 |etter and in
this verification letter. OSEP cannot determine at this time whether DESE’ s improvement strategieswill
result in correction of the areas of noncompliance and asks that DESE kegp OSEP informed of the
State's progress in correcting the identified noncompliance through its submission of the FFY 2003
APR and the progress reports required in the enclosed APR |etter.
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Structure of Missouri’s*First Steps’ Part C Early | ntervention System

Prior to the redesign, described below, DESE entered into interagency agreements with the Department
of Hedth (DOH) [renamed the Department of Health and Senior Services (DHSS)] and the
Department of Mentd Health (DMH) to have their locd hedlth and mental health department agencies
serve asthe local lead agencies for First Steps and provide early intervention services to Part C-digible
infants and toddlers and their families throughout the State.

In 1999, Missouri began to redesign its First Steps early intervention sysem. The principle new
components of the redesigned sysem are: (1)_regiona System Points of Entry (SPOES); (2) aCentra
Finance Office (CFO); (3) anew State-wide data system; (4) anew Part C monitoring system; (4) a
new Competency-Based Credentialing System for service providers and service coordinators; (5) a
new Comprehengve System of Rersonnel Devel opment (CSPD), induding a Qudity Assurance
subgroup ; and (6) the development of common datewide Individugized Family Service Plan (IFSP)
forms and other forms linked to asingle data system.

Under the redesigned First Steps system, the SPOEs have replaced the loca hedth and mentd hedlth

agencies asthe local Firgt Steps lead agencies, and the new delivery system for First Steps consists of
the SPOESs and independent contract early intervention providers. There are 26 SPOEs throughout the

State, selected oy the Locd Interagency Coordinating Councils (LI1CCs) and funded through contracts

with DESE, which cover dl 114 countiesin the State; some SPOES serve jndividud counties, while

others cover aclugter of counties,

Each SPOE isthe locd entity that is responsible for ensuring that the Part C Program is carried out at
the community level inits region and is responsible for: (1) intake service coordingtion activities, which

include ensuring that evauations and assessments for Part C eligibility determinations are conducted and
initia |FSP meetings are convened within the 45-day timeling; (2) data gathering, entry, and record
maintenance functions;, (3) infant tracking system responsibilities, and (4) al data entry for initid, annud,
and updated |FSPs for its service region. SPOEs provide intake service coordination to families, and
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In 1999, Missouri began a redesign of its
First Steps Early Intervention System, with
two major new components. (1) Regional
System Points of Entry (SPOEs), funded
through contracts with DESE; and (2) a
Central Finance Office (CFO).

1

1

DESEhas established 19 System Points of
Entry (SPOES) to receive Part C referras
from families and other primay referra
sources. The SPOE receiving the referral of
achild assigns an initial Family Service
Coordinator £SC), who: (@) informs
parents of their rights under Part C; (b)
gathers needed information on the child and
the family as part of the intake process; (c)
schedules an evaluation and assessment; and
(d) facilitates the determination of eligibility;
and (e) convenes the initia Individualized
Family Service Plan (IFSP) meeting for the
child, and facilitates the development of the
initial IFSP. Prior to theinitial IFSP
meeting for the child, the agency with which
DHH has contracted to provide on-going
service coordination in that region of the
State appoints an FSC, who, together with
the initia FSC, participates in the initial
IFSP meeting, and then assumes full
responsibility for service coordination
following the initial IFSP meeting. These
Family Service Coordination Agencies were
aready in existence before the change of
Lead Agenciesin July 2003. Contracted
providers and agencies provide early
intervention services to children and their

families have the option of keeping an ongoing service coordinator provided through the SPOEor
selecting an independent ongoing service coordinator. SPOES, however, may not provide other early
intervention services. SPOE staff must atend training and meet credentiding requirements, as required
by their contractswith DESE. In March 2002, the State implemented the system redesign structure
(i.e., the SPOE structure and the CFO system) inthefirdt five “ Phase I” SPOES, covering 18 counties.
In March 2003, the State implemented the SPOE structure and the CFO system jn the remaining 21

familiesy 111
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DESE's Divison of Specid Educaion (DSE) is responsible for implementetion of the State’ s Firgt
Steps Part C early intervention system for infants and toddlers, aswell as its Part B specid education
system for children ages three through twenty-one.  In an effort to move towards a birth through 21
seamless system, DESE restructured the DSE, dividing it into four sections, each of which hes gversight
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monitoring, complaints, surrogates, due process and mediation requests, compliance-related technical
assistance); (2) the Funds Management Section; (3) the Data Coordination Section; and (4) the

/{ Deleted: 1

Effective Practices Section. ,

I dentification of Noncompliance

Part C provides, at 34 CFR §303.501, that the Lead Agency isresponsiblefor: (1) the generd
adminigtration and supervision programs and activities recelving assistance under Part C; and (2) the
monitoring of programs and activities used by the State to carry out Part C, whether or not these
programs or activities are recelving assistance under Part C, to ensure that the State complies with Part
C. Asdetailed below, the Lead Agency: (1) conducted no Part C monitoring from 1999 to 2002; (2)
began again to monitor in late 2002, but to date is monitoring SPOES, but no other agencies providing
Part C services (and its current monitoring is limited, therefore, to the subset of requirements for which
SPOEs are responsble); and (3) does not plan to begin to implement the find stage of its new
monitoring system (which will address dl providers of Part C services regarding al Part C requirements)
until July 1, 2005, and to have dl of the components of the new monitoring system in place throughout
the State until June 2006. Accordingly, OSEP findsthat DESE is not mesting its responsibility under 34
CFR §303.501 to monitor al agenciesthat providePart C services for compliance with al Part C

Deleted: ; (b) working with DESE's
Division of Teacher Quality and Urban
Education to establish competencies for
Missouri educators; (c) providing funding to
support tuition reimbursement through
Missouri’s CBEP-funded State
Improvement Grant; (d) working with the
area Regional Professional Development
Centers (RPDCs) by contracting for a specia
education staff person at each of the nine
RPDC centers; (e) certifying trainers in
special education curricula (such as
differentiated instruction, positive behavior
supports) that are available in each of the
RPDC regions; (f) working closely with
severd initiatives of DESE's Division of
School Improvement,

Deleted: to promote the inclusion of
specia education teachers in these
professional development opportunities and
ensure that the needs of children with
disabilities are considered; (g) and
developing required teacher training
curricula,
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requirements.

OSEP conducted a targeted monitoring review of Missouri’sPart C sysem in April 1997. Atthetime _—{ Deleted: 1

of OSEP s 1997 vidt, DESE was monitoring locd Part C programs and agencies, but principaly
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dlowed the Department of Mentd Hedth (DMH) and the Department of Hedth and Senior Services
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(DHSS) to maintain generd supervision and oversight of their loca agencies which provided early
intervention services.

Jhe State acknowledged inits 2002 Self-Assessment and during OSEP' s December 2003 verification

\( Deleted: system by

A

visit, that DESE discontinued al Part C monitoring in 1999, and did not resume any Part C monitoring
until October 2002. DESE explained that it discontinued its Part C monitoring while it wasworking on
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During OSEP’s 2003 verification visit,
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redesigningjts First Steps system, and firg recommenced Part C monitoring by conducting monitoring ~_—{ peleted: to r

reviews of the five Phase | SPOEsjn thefal of 20022 The State, in monitoring these first five SPOE
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regions, did not monitor vendor-contract service providers and independent ongoing senice
coordinators because this monitoring was limited to the SPOES, which provide only service
coordination services. In this monitoring, DESE only addressed requirements related to initia evaluation
and assessment, development of theinitia 1FSP, and service coordination.

In November 2003, DESE began athree-staged process of implementing its new Part C Monitoring
System. During OSEP s December 2003 visit, DESE staff confirmed, as shown in the documents
posted on itsweb-site, that DESE: (1) began to implement Stage | in November 2003; (2) will begin to
implement Stage |1 in July 2004; (3) will begin to implement Stage [11 in July 2005; and (4) will have al
of the components of the new monitoring system in place throughout the State by June 2006. At the
time of OSEP' s December 2003 verification visit, DESE was il designing many of the details of the

2 DESE used its old monitoring procedures to conduct the 2002 reviews of the Phase | SPOEs.
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monitoring system and, as explained above, will phase in many components of the system over the next
two-and-a-haf years.

According to DESE’ s revised monitoring documents, its current (“ Stage I”) monitoring process
monitors SPOES incdluding intake service coordinators and other SPOE personnel, for compliance with
requirements related to: (1) Part C digibility determinations (2) initid evauations and assessments; (3)
initial IFSP development (compliance with the 45-day timdline and requisite initial FSP content); (4)
intake sarvice coordinators responsibilities, induding parent rights and notifications; (5) data accuracy;
and (6) early childhood transition requirements for children who are not referred to Part C until they are
closeto agethree. In addition, the CFO monitors personnel standards and provider credentials as part
of its provider enrollment functions. At the time of OSEP’ s verification vist in December 2003, DESE
was in the process of conducting: (1) followup monitoring in the five Phase | SPOES to determine the
extent to which each SPOE has corrected noncompliance that DESE identified in its 2002 monitoring
reviews, and (2) initid compliance monitoring inthe 21 Phase I1 SPOEs. As with the 2002 reviews of
the Phase | SPOES, the 2003 reviews of the Phase || SPOEs only addressed requirements related to
initial evauation and assessment, development of theinitial IFSP, and service coordination. Thus, as of
December 2003, DESE had yet to monitor service providers other than intake service coordinators,
and to monitor for most Part C requirements, including those related to: (1) child find and public
awareness, (2) service coordination (other than that provided by a SPOE); (3) the development of
IFSPs (other than those developed by a service coordinator employed by a SPOE); (4) the
implementation of IFSPs; and (5) trangition from Part C services to preschool pecia education or other
appropriate services (except for children who are not referred to Part C until they are close to age
three).

DESE informed OSEP that its Stage |1 monitoring, commencing in July 2004, will expand Pat C
monitoring to indude monitoring of ongoing service coordinators and other service providers. The
expanded focus areas of the monitoring will include al ongoing service coordinators responghilities,
including communicating and coordinaing with parents/providers/the SPOE, conducting six-month and
annud reviewsof | FSPs, and monitoring the provision of sarvices, ensuring that services are provided in
accordance with the IFSP and Part C requirements, including the natural environment settings
requirements and documenting justifications for other service settings. However, monitoring strategies
regarding how DESE intends to implement its monitoring of service providers and ongoing service
coordinators, and the focus areas for monitoring of service providers are ill “to be determined.”

Stage I11 monitoring will expand the State' s Part C monitoring to include child find and public awareness
(indluding disability incidence rates, age at identification, and disproportionality), improved child and
family outcomes, and compliance with interagency agreements and memoranda of understanding
(MQUs).

DESE described the procedures it isimplementing to use data to focus its monitoring reviews of
SPOEs. DESE staff conducts a pre-visit desk review of each SPOE. As part of the pre-vist review,
the Data Coordination Section: (1) developsa*“Risk Factor Summary” chart, broken-down by SPOE,
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including data covering various compliance and performance issues, as well as the number of complaints
and due process hearing requests; and (2) develops afact sheet regarding each SPOE that the
Compliance Section is scheduled to monitor. In addition, Compliance Section staff reviews a sample of
child and family records and any complaints/due process hearing requests from the SPOE. The
Compliance Section uses dl of these datato focus its on-site data collection and checks the data that
the SPOE has entered into the data system againgt a sample of child and family records.

When DESE's Compliance Section monitors visit a SPOE, they conduct on-sitefile reviews and
interview the SPOE coordinator and steff, utilizing DESE's Part C Compliance Standards and
Indicators. At this point in time, DESE monitoring staff does not interview parents, providers, or other
stakeholders as part of the State's monitoring visit, but DESE is planning to develop family/providers
surveys and is contemplating other proposals obtain more information and broader participation in the
State’ s Part C monitoring.

Correction of Noncompliance

As detailed below, OSEP finds that DESE is not meeting its respongbility under 34 CFR
§303.501(b)(4) to ensure the timely correction of noncompliance.

The State’s 2002 Salf -Assessment identified areas of noncompliance cited in previous State monitoring
from 1996 through 1999, before the development and implementation of the First Steps System
Redesign, which remained uncorrected when the State submitted the Self- Assessment. Accordingly,
OSEP s March 20, 2003 Self- Assessment stated that the State was not complying with the requirement
of 34 CFR 8§303.501(b)(1) and (4) that the Lead Agency correct deficiencies that are identified through
monitoring.

The State’' s FFY 2001 Part C APR, dated July 16, 2003, included monitoring data showing that the
State ill had not ensured correction of some of the previoudy identified noncompliance. Specifically,
when DESE monitored the five Phase | SPOEs in 2002, it found that: (1) al five of these Phase |
SPOEs were failing to meet the requirement that the initial evaluation and assessment be completed, and
aninitid IFSP meeting held, within 45 days from referrd; (2) dl five SPOEs werefailing to
goprorpriatey apply digiblity criteria; and (3) three SPOES were not providing adequate notice and
obtaining consent for evauation and the provision of early intervention services.

During the verification visit, OSEP reviewed DESE’s monitoring reports from the Phase | SPOEs and
found that those reports combine areas of concern and findings of noncompliance and do not make
clear the specific noncompliance that the SPOE must correct. Further, DESE has not required SPOES
to submit corrective action plans or other documentation of correction. As noted above, during thefal
of 2003, DESE began to conduct follow-up visits to determine whether the Phase | SPOEs had
corrected the noncompliance that DESE found during the monitoring reviewsin 2002. At thetime of
OSEP s December 2003 verification vist, DESE did not yet have any documentation of itsfindingsin
these follow-up reviews.
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In addition, DESE has established an “80%" compliance standard, pursuant to which DESE does not
require any corrective action, so long as 80% of the files DESE reviews meet a particular Part C
requirement. Thus, DESE would not require any corrective action if 19% of the files DESE reviewed
did not meet arequirement. This standard and practice are inconsistent with the requirement, a 34
CFR §303.501(b)(4), that DESE ensure the correction of dl identified noncompliance.

During the verification vist, saff explained that DESE is consdering waysin which it can strengthen its
procedures for determining whether agencies have corrected noncompliance. For example, DESE is
consdering addressing queriesto its data system to determine whether agencies have corrected
noncompliance findings related to issues like the 45-day timdline for completion of initid evauations and
assessments and convening an |FSP meeting. DESE officids aso discussed changing the roles and
responshilities of the regiond facilitators’ consultants to incorporate their involvement in follow-up
monitoring and oversight of SPOES, ongoing service coordinators, and service providers.

DESE's FFY 2001 APR included strategies that address how the State will ensure that its monitoring
procedures are effective in identifying and correcting noncompliance. The APR gtated that DESE
would develop “monitoring procedures thet will include monitoring of al agencies, inditutions and
organizations used by the State to carry out its Part C system and that will be effectivein identifying and
correcting any aress of noncompliance identified through monitoring activities” In the interim progress
report on DESE’ simplementation of the Improvement Plan required in the attached APR letter, DESE
must include the specific gepsit istaking, and the progress it is making, to ensure that it isimplementing
effective monitoring procedures for identifying noncompliance thet address all agencies providing Part C
services, including service providers and ongoing service coordinators, and al Part C requirements.

The interim progress report must aso include the specific steps that DESE istaking, and the progressiit
is making, to ensure that it isimplementing effective procedures for correcting al identified
noncompliance no later than one year after DESE identifies the noncompliance (i.e, that it is
implementing procedures thet are effective in ensuring timely correction of al noncompliance, including
noncompliance in less than 20% of the reviewed files). In addition, the interim progress report must
report on the Stat€' s progressin conducting: (1) follow-up monitoring in the five Phase | SPOEs to
determine the extent to which each SPOE has corrected noncompliance that DESE identified in its 2002
monitoring reviews, (2) initial compliance monitoringinthe 21 Phase [1 SPOEsS; (3) Stage 11 monitoring
of ongoing service coordinators and other service providers; and (4) Stage |11 monitoring.

State Complaints and Due Process Hearings, A Deleted: -

The State’' s FFY 2001 Part C APR showed that DESE received two Part C complaints during the
period from October 1, 2001 through September 30, 2002. During the verification visit, DESE
provided OSEP with a Child Complaint Log, covering the period from July 1, 2002 through November
30, 2003, indicating that DESE received atota of 18 Part C complaintsin the past 18 months; four of
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which the complainant subsequently withdrew. The complaint log showed that it resolved the 14
complaints within 60 caendar days. DESE steff further stated that DESE has received no Part C due
process hearing requests or mediation requestsin the last year.

Data Collection under Section 618 of the IDEA

Inlooking at the State' s system for data collection and reporting, OSEP collected information regarding
anumber of eements, induding whether the State: (1) provides clear guidance and ongoing training to
local programs/public agencies regarding requirements and procedures for reporting data under section
618 of the IDEA,; (2) implements procedures to determine whether the individuas who enter and report
data at the local and/or regiond level do so accurately and in a manner that is congstent with the State’'s
procedures, OSEP guidance, and section 618; (3) implements procedures for identifying anomadiesin
data that are reported, and correcting any inaccuracies, and (4) hasidentified any barriers (e.g.,
limitations on authority, sufficient staff or other resources, etc.) that impede the State' s ability to
accurady, rdliably and validly collect and report data under section 618.

OSEP believes that DESE' s system for collecting and reporting data is a reasonable approach to
ensuring the accuracy of the data that DESE reports to OSEP under section 618.

When a SPOE receives areferrd, the Intake Coordinator entersthe initid informeation into the data:

base, jnduding identifying datafor the child, the referrd source, family information, and the date of /( Deleted:

intake. If the child is determined to be digible, the Intake Coordinator enters the reason for digibility { peletea:

and conducts an initid 1FSP meseting. At theinitid I1FSP meeting, the participants: (1) discuss early
intervention services for the child and family; (2) make service authorizations based upon the parents
choice of providers and the team’ s decisons regarding frequency and intensity of services, and (3)
determine the primary setting. An Ongoing Service Coordinator continues to work with the family
around their service plan and provides updated information to the SPOE via paper and pencil. There
will be anew web-based data system, implemented by July 2004, which will alow Ongoing Service

Coordinators to access jhe database and make changes. /{ Deleted:

DESE ¢aff informed OSEP that the staff from each SPOE received training from DESE regarding use
of the new data system and that ongoing training is provided a the SPOE level for new staff. In
addition, the CFO Contractor: (1) has developed a First Steps Early Intervention SPOE Software
Reference Manud, which is available eectronically and provides guidance regarding using the data
system; (2) sends data system updates to the SPOES as needed; and (3) provides ongoing technica
assistance around software issues and other technical issues. DESE providestechnicd assistance
regarding programmatic issues.
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DESE staff informed OSEP that Missouri uses OSEP s definitions for early intervention services,
settings, and race/ethnicity. They further explained that DESE' s data system can disaggregate child
count and program setting data, by age, race, and ethnicity

OSEP inquired asto DESE's procedures for collecting and reporting exiting data. DESE staff
explained that DESE's new data system contains four additiond exiting categories, beyond the standard
exiting categories st forth by OSEP:

1. DESE currently reports g parent refusal of areferral for Part B servicesin the 618 Exiting Data 1 Deleted: a
Table as“withdrawa by parent.” In the future, DESE will report this under “Part B digibility
not determined.”

2. Thenew datasystem includes a“ not specified” category as astandard field when it was
purchased, but DESE daff reported that the SPOES should not be using this unspecified
category. At firdt, the SPOEs used this unspecified category when they were unsure of the
reason for exiting.

3. Thereisan exiting category to indicate that a SPOE refused areferral for evaluation, used when
the SPOE redlizes that the child is dearly indigible for early intervention services.

4. The fourth exiting category is used for children who move from one SPOE to another SPOE. A
child is exited from the system and then reentered by the new SPOE. The new web-based
data- system, to be implemented by July 2004, will dlow atransfer from one SPOE to another
without having to reenter the data again.

DESE calculates personnel data by adding the total number of services provided in each category
divided by the average provider caseload to get the full -time equivaents (FTES) reported for personne
under the present data- system. DESE staff reported that the Personnel Data Teble is the one datatable
that they gill do not have full confidence in, so DESE' s future plan isto review billed service hoursas a
way to report more accurate personnel data.

SPOEs dectronicdly send the datato the CFO in nightly batch files. The CFO compiles the data and
puts them into an ACCESS database, which it sends to DESE twice amonth. DESE's Data
Coordination Section “cleans up” the data, conducting edit checks following up with the SPOES
regarding missing data or discrepancies in the data submissons. DESE then runs queries to compile
First Steps SPOE Data Reports on a monthly basis, which it posts on its web-site. DESE runssimilar
queries to aggregate and disaggregate data to complete the annua 618 datatables. In addition, the

3 OSEP noted that Missouri’s 2002 Services Data Table (618 Data Table) regarding early intervention services
provided during the year included no data for respite care services. DESE staff explained that under the old data
system, the State had reported respite care services as early intervention services, but thereisno field in the new
data system in which to record respite care as an early intervention service. Therefore, the datathat DESE has
received from SPOESs and the 618 data that the State has reported to OSEP have not included data regarding the
number of children and families receiving respite care services. DESE has agreed to revise its data system to ensure
that data regarding the provision of respite care as an early intervention service are accurately reported.
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Data Coordination Section runs ad-hoc queries to support DESE’s monitoring of SPOEs and to
addressindividual SPOE problems and concerns (e.g., issues regarding the 45-day timeline and timely
trangition mestings).

In addition, DESE’ s Compliance Section monitors data accuracy as one component of theits Part C
monitoring system. Staff reported that no glaring datainaccuracies have been found since March 2003,
when the Firgt Steps SPOE system wias fully implemented and data accuracy monitoring comparisons
were first made.

The State will implement aweb- based data-system by July 2004, which will eiminate some problems
with the current system. Currently, there are three sources that DESE hasto look at in order to seethe
total picture, i.e., the SPOE database, the ACCESS database and the CFO for provider information
and finencid information. The new web-based data- system will include asystem utilization and review
server (SURS), which will have the capacity to identify discrepancies between provider billingsand

| FSP service authorizations.

Prior to the implementation of the SPOE system, the Department of Menta Hedth (DMH) and
Department of Health and Senior Services (DHSS) entered dataiinto the 618 data tables and submitted
them to DESE. DESE then combined these data reports into one 618 data report. DESE staff shared
some concerns with the old process, such as under-reporting, duplications and data inaccuracies.
DESE staff stated thet, with regard to the State’ s December 1, 2002 child count/618 data submission,
DESE requested a list of specific children served by DMH and DHSS as a check to diminate some of
these child datainaccuracies. During the period from December 2002 to March 2003, involving the
implementation of the Phase 11 SPOES, there was a chdlenge pertaining to the reporting of children
(“conversion children”) exiting the First Steps system during this period, on the 618 Exiting Table, who
were not converted and enrolled into the new First Steps SPOE system. DESE st&ff stated that the
conversion process did not affect any other data used in completing other 618 data tables.

DESE hasan internd First Stepsteam, which, for the last year, has focused on getting the SPOE system
up and running. DESE staff reported that presently they do not capture child and family outcome data,
but will be working on developing a plan and a system to collect and andyze outcome data. DESE dtaff
aso stated that they do not currently use the State' s data system to implement and target the State's
public awareness and child find efforts. However, the State does track trend data and plansto
coordinate with the State Interagency Coordinating Council to further utilize data captured in its new
data- system in developing performance goa's and indicators for continuous improvement.

OSEP bdieves that DESE’'s SPOE data system for collecting and reporting data is a reasonable
approach to ensuring the accuracy of the data that DESE reports to OSEP under section 618.
However, OSEP suggests that DESE should cortinue to work on devel oping methods to more
accurately capture and report its Part C personnd data. In addition, the State should continue to
develop and enhance its web-based data system and formulate data- base methodol ogies and queries to
better analyze child, family and program data for public awareness and child find and other
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programmeatic purposes and to assess and improve child and family outcomes through their participation
in the First Steps early intervention system.



Page 12 — Honorable D. Kent King

Conclusion

We appreciate the cooperation and assistance provided by your staff during our visit and look forward
to collaborating with Missouri as you continue to work to improve results for children with disahilities
and their families.

Sincerdy,

Stephanie Smith Lee
Director
Office of Specid Education Programs

cC: Ms. Melodie Friedebach
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Prior to 1999, JOHN—BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE THE STRUCTURE OF THE
STATE’SPART C SYSTEM BEFORE REDESIGN. JOHHN—WE NEED TO
MAKE CLEAR HOW THE OLD SYSTEM WASDIFFERENT. THISWILL
BECOME IMPORTANT WHEN WE TALK ABOUT CORRECTION OF OLD
NONCOMPLIANCE.

In 1999, Missouri began aredesign of its First Steps Early Intervention System, with two mgjor
new components. (1) Regiond System Points of Entry (SPOES), funded through contracts with
DESE; and (2) a Centra Finance Office (CFO).

DESEhas established 19 System Points of Entry (SPOES) to receive Part C referrds from
families and other primary referral sources. The SPOE receiving the referra of achild assgns
an initid Family Service Coordinator (FSC), who: (a) informs parents of their rights under Part
C; (b) gathers needed information on the child and the family as part of the intake process; ()
schedules an evauation and assessment; and (d) facilitates the determination of digibility; and
(€) convenestheinitid Individuaized Family Service Plan (IFSP) meeting for the child, and
fecilitates the development of theinitial IFSP. Prior to theinitid |FSP meeting for the child, the
agency with which DHH has contracted to provide on-going service coordingtion in thet region
of the State gppoints an FSC, who, together with theinitid FSC, participatesin theinitid 1FSP
mesting, and then assumes full respongibility for service coordination following the initid 1FSP
meeting. These Family Service Coordination Agencies were dready in existence before the
change of Lead Agenciesin July 2003. Contracted providers and agencies provide early
intervention services to children and their families.



